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t me begin.“the *individual presentations by discussing the criteria )

'ceptab]:e to the @ducational developer -- the prodicer of these things we

are so concerned about. ¢

* ‘.

I - .
When I think of the educational develqper's‘roie in this matter, I get

A

a mental image of the developer, Iike Atlas of ancient mythology, trying to

balance the bulk of a hugé inverted pyramid of legislation, cri;cerié, arid
. . i
expectations, while simultaneously striving to be imaginative, daring, ef-

~

. . .
ficient, and effective in creating a solution to an educational problem.
If you develop a similar image as you listen to the'pr.*esentations which fol~

low, then, perhaps, you will understand why I expect to be the défensive

M [y

one on theé panel teoday.

Since ten minutes is not very much time, let me just assert .a couple
of things at the outset. * X (,f""‘”
< [
. . ’ \
\. ~
1. I endorse completely the concept of examining gnd assessxngdl

educatlonal products and programs on a wide variety of bases,

’,

‘ but I °6<-11eve that until we have greater understanding of the

cohsequences of employing these criteria, any effort to require

N \ ‘
any large number of them would bg a huge error. I'm afraid that

such a move would signal the end of ‘the very kind of careful,

.. !
thorough development most of us are trying to encourageé, because.

- it would make that’ type of development much too expensive and too
~ * L4 :
'

time-consuming. . . \

)
v

s

2. I support the efforts cumpently being made to"compilea]ﬂsts._ of

criteria appropriate forr use in ,rexiewing educational produc'_ts
{ and programs. If we are ever going to deal with the creature,

we must first know its dimensions and characteristics. But I

’
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. do.want to stress ‘that we are still a long way from consensus on

]

what “constitutes a comprehensive and accurate 1list of the :

\pertinent criteria, let alone consensus on which of them are of

greater importance than others. It is still very early in this

.

particular ball'game and anything can happen.

To illustrate the p01nt I ha%g made available copies g§ a
.-

AV (

-~ v e

1lst belgg generated by Alan Gollér of* Research for Bettéb Schools.,

,}

Let me point out two things. First, there are dlfferences T '\
in' the way Alan Coller has classified certalna%n;%erla and the

way Sue Klein.has classxfled apparently tha,same‘b;;terla. This

is npt to suggest that one is right and the other ng, but to
» ’

illustrate that we aren't in agheement on how to classify review’

criteriad let alone how to interpret, rank order, dr'apply then.
»

Second, you will note that the Coller list is incomplete

in two respects. Alan has taken just the first category :

*

(Adoptability) and carried it to greater levels of detail. *That -

task still'remains to be done on the remaining five categories

(Intrinséé Quality,. Desirability, etc.). Note for yourselves °* .

“

the large number of criterfa~hé has identified already (68-by my
+ count) and he hasn't yet finished the list! This illustrates
for me, at léast, that the practical prdblems of applying

criteria in the review of educational broducts\énd'programs

- . ~

< are too many, and “too great, to be imposed to any great extent
‘ . ¢

\
/

 on the educational developer now. .« . .
A
, The other way in which the Coller 1ist is incomplete is that

each of the individual listings still must be backéd up with

'
- LN -

s
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definitions which are mutually exclusive but, in toto, all-
encompassing, wiEh stapdards for judging each, and, if théy are,

"to be of practical benef it, with evaluation questions appropriate
. “ 3 4
' to be asked under each of them., I think this, too, indicates
- ’ 4 '
how very far away. we are from that point where we can have some
. ' '

. + confidence in making recommendatiens with regard to tﬁe criteria
appropriate for use in reviewing ed&ca%ional mdterials ana pro:-'
A Y -
grams dnd how risky it would be to settlé+in on‘a)p;rticukﬁr
L set of reqd}re&enﬁs now. ‘ ) ( \i _. '
. ~. / 7

" With that as my attempt t illustrate the’ magnitude of the problems

involved in the review of. educational products and programs, let me move
. . . ~ .
on and devote the remginder of time to the mattep of which criteria I

. / 4

believe would be at least temporarily acceptable to the, educatlonal developer.'

As I do so, I will use Sue Kleln s class1f1catlon, rather than Alan quf;r S,

e . 1Y /-;'""-
so.we will haVe(a common base for discuSSSOn, ‘\\ . - & i X
’ / " id ! ‘J
. . Deciding which of the many possible é{i}eréa/to include and exciﬁd§<;*)j}
i ./ - . .

from a minimally acceptable set is a d&fficult task, as I'm supe my

associates on the panel will agree. That's because the deéksions are largely

4

idiosyncratic to each product and program. Whether or not "social écceptance”
is an important criterion depends on whether you're examdning a classroom

s e

curribulum product or a self-help training manual for administrators.

7

e B ~-

~

On a per-product ba51s, I would use a criterion matrlx ta help 1dent1fy

{
\' o t

. the criteria most appropriate for use. I would list in thé Teft column

-the full® range of criteria which had been identified. As the column heads

across the top of the matrix I wgpla list (1) target population, (2) type of
1 .

\ .
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product, (3) sponsorq expec%gtions, (4) purpose of the_develppmenta@‘effo;t,

\ »

(5) legislative mandates, etc. Appropriate rankings could be made in such

a matrix for eﬁch product being eon81dered for review.
pa ﬁ ¢
r ~. .

In looking at the* Questlon of whlch crlterla ought-to be applied as a minimum
\

- v

to all produqts;‘I follow the free enterprise model. That is, I believe

developers can reasonably be required to meet criteria which assure the

N . 3 ) !
harmlessness of the product on potential users, but that from that point on

»

there should be 0o further requirements and the market plaCe should simply

be allowed toiwork its will. Stated another way, I believe that government,

distributors, and developers themselves have a responsibility to guard Fhe
' . * G : ~ » ¢

publre from harm, and should actively sedk to meet that responsibility by =

v

establishing Prudential criteria and stardards, but thdt the dangers of

PEEEY

ﬁroceeding beyond that point are greater than the protections which would
3 . - - ~ '.' 3

be obtained. 4£n my view, these dangers wouid take the form of urlue govern-

» M A &
megf infldence, censorship, ,a reduction in available alternatives, and
+

possibly the cessation of la;ge segments of the development industry under
>

. - ’

the burden of a moutain of regulation and legislation.

- . -

x If you will look with me at the col:mn heads on Sue Klein's question- -

' ' - . 1
na;re, I will 1nd1cate what I tthk are the lmpllcatlons of application of
. 7

the free enterprise mod 1 to the varlous crlterla which appear there.
P

/ Tge first column, labeled "Desmrablllty," contains crlterla,most
. 4
abpvoprlége to the pre-development, or* needs aseessmEnt; phase of a

’ B -

. - °. \'/. )
developmental effort: _Such matters as the needifo?‘the'product, demand

¢ .

for ;Vé"product, and so forth are approprlate for dlscuSSLOn at that

T
N

point Petween the potentlal sponsor and po%eﬁtlal developer, but, in my, &

{
‘\pplnlokylgpe‘not pertinent to the que§t10n of yhether a completed program

v A .

. .‘. .._"‘ ’\
e Oy

.
, e e * N v \
A . - el
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\ | : ’
or pbodudt'gan\or ought to be reléased for‘general use. ,I would not 4nclude

- L *

any of these criteria among the minimum set to be requlred for release of

/
, [ ) : o / ) y © .
a’preduct or program.\ - . .-

. -

Ly N~ \\

The critéria in the second column, under the headlng,,Eractlcablllty " /

. . -

seem to me to' apply to the marketablllty of the flnfshed prog%am or product.

Thesé'are important considerations, all r1ght but whether or not there is

RN 4

an assured market forka program or product is, I submit, not crucial to

whether they ought to be made a;sllable to the marketplace, and I would

v . »

not include these rlteria/among the minimum set.’.. ’ . s

ent to the extreme right hand column ("Splnoffs"),

, \

I regard the effects 11s there (model for other work, contrlbutes to ¢

:, - .

knowledge) as bonus effeEts' hich might be o?zainable,from programs or

S

‘
products specifically desigifed to be‘"models, or to test a set of develop-

mental hypothesgs, but not pertlnent fo all programs or produets and,

R

fherefore, not among the minimum Set of criteria which ought to be applied

. - - A
e ~ - \ []

for a program or product to -be released. . e . v

o » . -

Some, but not all of the crlterla 1d columns three, four, ‘and five

.

-

do seem to me to be" relevant to the matter under examihation. In,column

three, Suen?as included ”tebhnlcal quallty of physical features oftmaterLaIé"

- °

and "attractiveness (of materrals)" under the heading "Intrinsic Quallty "
‘¢

I would have listed these in the second column, and, as I have already
) 4

1nd1cated 1 con51der these, marketablllty criteria not appllcable to the

I’ - -

release or not release deC,lSlOD. [ ’ v

- . . .
. . o

The other criteria in column three 1nclude one I would 1nclude amohg "

-

the mlnumum set: the crlterlon of soc1al balance or fa1rness. More will

-~
-

3

be said about this in a few minutes.

)

~

P

o
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. The remaining- cr1ter1a in column ‘three are "content accuracy and currency"

. s .

and. "h.nstructlonal quality, coherence.of design, clarﬁy, (and) clear purpose "
‘ - . +

These seem to me’ to be,matt,ef*s of prudentiai concern to the' sponsor of‘ the
i
" R

3
product and ones which most would hope would be of cageern to currlculum

selection comm1ttees.' I submit they ought not be leglslated as bemg among T
. {

any required mlm.mum set, however, because of (l) the lack of gene?*al agree-

2 .
ment on* conte‘nt (e.g., the dlfferlng 'theOI‘leS on the creatlon, the Great

-

Books versus "relevahce" schools of thought), &) our 1nab111ty to "sub~ "

. .

stantlate emplrlcally the virtues of various 1nstructional designs, and !

e (3) the w1de va/rlat:.ons in {/e whlch exist throughout the country
' - /
- 1 would exclude the/m‘.terla in the forth column, labeled "Product

iDev.elopment," because they have to do w1th\t~echn1cal aspects of the process

'awnd‘ not jthe outcaome. Some may believe that particular development‘al
) ' ~ * . .
methods or cert}‘:un staff credentlals have a strong bearing on the quallty R

of the program or product whlbh produced.’ But there is no evidence ‘ L

-

to ﬁupport such a bellef so procedural requlrements ought not he-included

. among any minimum set of requ;red crlt/érla.i' ) . - :

F1nally, in the column lab@led "User ‘Effect‘s,"g is the major criterion—
. ) ' 4 4 - ~

, . ) _ . -
I would endorse as appropr;iate to apply to any new program or product before

. N ¢ N 3 . -
1ts release.®% Evidence on the effects of the new development..-pmmapy and

-

seconda‘ry, anticJ':pated and unanticip'aft‘ed, cognitive and affective, physical -
- ”~
.oN . . L o . e :
N - r
4 ’
*"L'earner verificatidn,” which is inclu'ded in column foury is a process for
* product 1mprovement after its releasé, so I have excluded it from this . 4
dJ.scuss1on ‘of release criteria. . : - ’ ) ’ v
#%The other criterion in cqumQ fJ.ve, Cr‘e}‘llblllty of eviden®e, is part and -
parcel'of the evidence, in my view, and therefore not dlstlnguishable as’" .
a separate criterion. Would anyone give credit §Or. a categorlcal re-,
qu1rement haying beem met 2f the evidence offered were J_ncredlble”

v
et . 4

. . . . . v (N
7. 8 L .




and psvchological -- is a fair minimum requlrementx To pibk up on an eablier
r e ' *

comment I would Thclude ev1dence oﬁ‘soc1al balance, or faxrness as another

. ¢

\one of the acceptable minimum requirements. I'see this as’aétually being - .

one of the types of Tusep effects," because its impact is primarily as a

- psychological effect, but I concede that the topic now {as gained enough

0 el - LY .

political .overtones that it is not unreasonable to consider it“(social

v F

- - ' -
balance) as$§\Q§éterion apart from ifs»effects on users.’ )
These are the minimum criterii, and the only criteria, then, which

I see as belng legltlmately requireqd - of developers at the present timge

- AP

" Other crlterla may be\requlred by sponsors or implicit in the developnm \

/

. effort itself, on a product by product basis, but to go beyond the appl#cation .
of user: effects criteria on a unlversal basls is, in-my opinion, rlsky, ‘not

' sensible, 'and a danger to the continued existence of a large segmgptiof

' ~ / . ‘ < .
the development industry as we now know it.
. ] . . . .
| L . -
* { .}
. .
- - ( .
, . . . .t t .
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/ Prelim Stytavent: Catcgories of Criteria Which May be tsed a1 :
» > Lvalua Change Process Activities or,Runctions (Ifl}:ludiru Products) ]
. ' ? -
1.0.0.9.0.% Adoptapility.. B L 3.0.0.0.0. Desirability. ) ° : :
' . . , /“"‘ .
1.1.0.0,0. Ageeptability. \ 3.1.0.0.0. Sighificance. .
1.1.1.0.0./ Balance. 3.1.1.0.0. Problew-Sinple imact. .
1.1.2.0,00 Compatibility. + 3.1.2.0.0. Intensity.
1.1.3.0.0. Lepality. .
1.124.0.0. legitimacy, 3.2.0.0.0. Rclevince. -
1.3.5.0.0. Pertincnce. 3.2.1.0.0.; Centrality.
; g 3.2.2.0.0. Scope. ,
1.2.0.0.0. Exportability. . Lol
1.2.1.0.0. Integrity: , 3.3.0.0.0. Tineliness. .
1.2.1.1.0.  Comletencss. 3.4.0.0.0. Marketability.
1.2.1.2.0. Unity. *3.4.1.0.0. Adiance (B M
1.2.2.0.0. Independency. 3.4.2.00 C etitiveness
1.2.3.0.0. ,Convcyability.f oo /S e ompet :
1.2.4.0.0. Availability wof Inventios : =
1.2.5.0.0. Availability of Services . 34.0.0.0. Simple Impact. )
1.2.6.0.0. Trainability. 3.6’._0.0.0. Compatibility. - i p
1.3.0.0.0. Feasibili}ty. b ’/ ‘
1.3.1.0.0. Reasonableness of « . , .
1.3.1.1.0. Economical Soundhess. . N : ‘
1.3.1.2.0." Cost Competiveness. . 4.0.0.0.0. Effectiyeness. .
.3.2.0.0. Affordability. 5
}.2.3.0.0. Inp?:mgn:all)i{ity. N . 4.1.0.0.0. Naturc of _F.ffects.- *
"1.3.3.1.0. Resource Availability. 4.1.1.0.0. Sum of Effects.
. 1.3.3.2.Hawrce Recorimendations. 4.1.2.0.0. Q’ualll.t)’ of Lffects. .
. .3.3.3. Requi . .
1.3 :/} esource Requirenents. ., £2.00.0.  Potancy of Tffect(). - \
1.4.0.0.0. Flexibility. e . 4.2.1.0.0. Outputs/Effectiveness.
140,00, Adaptebility. . : 4.2.1.1.0. Magnitude of Lffect(s).
1.4.3.0.0. Diversity. - 4.2.1.2.0. Magnitude of Anticipated Effects. - ‘
. - ' 4.2.1.3.0. Magnitude of Desired Effects.
1.5.0.0.0. Manageability. 4.2.2.0.0. Jwration of Effect(s) . .
©1.5.1.0.0. Operability 4.2.3.0.0.” Meaningfulness of Effect(s).
1.5.2.0.0. Integrativeness. - L
1.5.3.0.0. Maintainability. 4.3.0.0.0, Cost/Effectiveness.
1.5.3.1.0. Durability. 4.3.1.0.0. Magnitude of Effects.
1.5.3.1.1. Continuance. . . N 4.3.2.0.0. Real Costs.
1.5.3.1.2. Sturdiness. . . . a
. 1.5.3.1.3. Perpetuality. 4.4.0.0.0. Interactive Effects.
1.5.3.2.0. Utility. ) ) K .
1.5.3.3.0. Correctiveness. N ‘
’ . -
- 8 5.0.0.0.0. Impact. “
. v . > -
2.0.0.0.0. Intrinsic Quality. ~ 5.1.0.0.0. Range of Effects. ‘
. 5.1.1.0.0. Extent of Effects. .
2.1.0.0.0. Appcal. ’ 5.1.2.0.0. Spread of Effects.
2.2.0.0.0. Eontentudl Accuracy.~ 5.2.0,0.0. Cunulative Impact Effects, .
2.2.1.0.0." Currency. _ ’ .5.2.1.0.0. Multiplicative Impact Fifects.
2,2.2.0.0. Correctness. - 5.2.2.0.0. " Transactional Impact Effects. °
2.2.3.0,0.- Sufficiency.
. +3.0.0.0. ‘Simple Impact/Effectivencss .’
2,3.0.0.0. -Harmlessness. . 5.3.1.0.0. +Simple Impact (See Desirability).
/J 5.3.2.0,0. Problem-Simple Impact (Sece Desirability).
2.4.0.0.0. Instructional Quality . . : .
) - « Iy . T
2.5.0.0.0. Social Fajrness ‘
. 6.0.0:0.0. Efficiency.
_ 2.6.0.0.0. Technical Quality. - !
) 6.1.0.0.0. Cost/Efficicncy. :
2.7.0.0.0. Uniquenoss. ’ 6.1.1.0.0. Continuance. : "
- ‘ 6.1.2.0.0. Real Costs
2.8.0.0.0. Product Development Process Adequacy. '
6.2.0.0.0. Process/Efficiency.
«2.1.0.0. Recal Time
Developed by Alan R. Coller . & : :
, Evaluation Specialist , 6.2.2.0.0. Time Requirements.
Researclr for Better Schools, Inc. 6.3.0.0.0. Resource/Efficiency. -
February, 1976 :
) . 6.3.1.0.0. Real Resources. . ¥
6.3.2.0.0. Rdsource Requircements.

v

.
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